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REMARKS 

This is a fbll and timely response to the outstanding Advisory Action mailed 
Ivlay 23, 2006 and the final Office Action mailed March 7, 2006. Reconsideration and 
pwance of the application and presently pending claims are respectfully requested. 

Response to Rejection of Claims 1-S> 17-2U and 23 Under 35 U.S.C. 8102 
Claims 1-5, 17-21, and 23 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
Jticipated by DE 4138468. Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

It is axioxxmtic that *'[a]ntiGipation requires the disclosure in a single prior art 
reference of each clement of the claim under consideration." W. L Gore A Associates, 
Ir c. V. Garlock, Inc., 721 R2d 1540, 1554, 220 USPQ 303, 313 (Fed. Cir. 1983). 
T|ierefbrB, every claimed feature of the claimed subject matter must be represoited in 
^jplied reference to constitute a proper rejection under 35 U.S.C § 102(b). Da the 
tit case, not eveiy feature of the claimed subject matter is represented in the DE 
4|38468 referetioe. Applicants discuss the DE 4138468 reference and Applicants' 
ci^mis in the following. 

a. (MolL 

As provided in independent claim 1, Applicants claim: 

A laser machining apparatus comprising: 
a laser beam configured to form a feature in a surface of a 
substrate; 

a first liquid supply structure for directing liquid at the feature, 
wherein the feature comprises a shadow region to which liquid 
directed firom the first liquid supply structure is obstructed; and, 

£tf least a second different liquid supply structure for directing 
liquid generally toyvard the shadow regioHy wherein the first and 
second liquid supply structures are canf^ured to deliver liquid to the 
feature at least a portion of a time that the laser beam operates on 
the substrate, wherein the feature is an elongate feature which 
extends generally along a long axis between a first feature end and a 
generally opposing second feature end, and wherein the first liquid 
supply structure is positioned proximate to the first feature end and 
the second liquid supply structure is positioned proximate to the 
second feature end. 

Imphasis added). 
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Applicants respectfully submit that independent claim 1 is allowable for at 
lebst the reason that DB 4138468 does not disclose, teach, or suggest "at least a second 
di fferent liquid supply structure for directing liquid generally toward the shadow 
re ^on, wherein the first and second liquid supply structures are cojofigui ed to deliver 
li [uid to the feature at least a portion of a time that the laser beam operates on the 
SI bstrate, wherein the feature is an elongate feature which extends generally along a 
Ic nig axis between a first feature end and a generally opposing second feature end^ and 
lerein the first liquid supply structure is positioned proximate to the first feature end 
aj d the second liquid supply structure is positioned proximate to the second feature 
ei Ld>" as recited and emphasized above in claim 1« 

DE 4138468 appears to teach that a spray unit 10 directs liquid and gas into the 
p Lth of a laser beam 18, as shown in the figure accompanying the abstract The 
a tstract of DE 4138468 states that spray devices are arranged around a las^ beam and 
mit a liquid-gas mixture stream which intersects the las^ beam of the work position 
ai the substrate." As shown in the figure accompanying the abstract, the spray firom 
sj ray units 10 and 12 hit the substrate at the same location. Accordingly, DE 4138468 
lis to teach " wherein the feature is an elongate feature which extends generally along 
a long axis between a first feature end and a generally opposing second feature end. 



fi 



aj ^d wherein the first liquid supply structure is positioned proximate to the first feature 



e id and the second liquid supply structure is positioned proximate to the second 



atuxe end, " since the mixture streams overlap with each other and flie laser beam at 



o le general spot which is not an elongated feature. For at least this reason, claim 1 is 
n >t anticipated by DB 4138468> and the rejection should be withdrawn for at least this 
rqason alone. 

b. Claims 2-3 and 5 

Because independent claim 1 is allowable over the cited art of record, 
d pendCTt claims 2-3 and 5 (which depend bom independent claim 1) are allowable as 
a matt^ of law for at least the reason that the dependent claims 2-3 and 5 contain all 
tl e features of indqpendent claim 1 . For at least this reason, the rqections of claims 
2^3 and 5 should be withdrawn. 

Additionally and notwithstanding the foregoing allowability of claims 2-3 and 5, 
3se claims recite fiulher features and/or combinations of features (as is apparent by 
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e? amination of the claim itself) that are patentably distinct from the cited art of record. 
Hpnce, there are other reasons why these dependent claims axe allowable. 

For example, DE 4138468 appears to disclose that each spray tcndt is oriented at 
same acute angles with respect to a long axis. Thus^ DE 4138468 fails to teach or 
sijggest at least "wherein &e first liquid supply structure is oriented to eject liquid 
3ng a first axis which Ues at an acute angle relative to the long axis and the second 
liquid supply structure is oriented to eject liquid along a second axis which lies at a 
3nd different acute angle relative to the long axis," as recited in claim 5. 
For at least these reasons^ the rejections should be withdrawn. 

c. Claim 4 

Claim 4 is canceled without prejudice, waiver, or disclaimer, and therefore, the 
(ection to this claim is rendered moot. It is noted that features of claim 4 were added 
independent claim 1. Applicants take this action merely to reduce ^e number of 
bputed issues and to facilitate early allowance and issuance of other claims in the 
sent application. Apphcants reserve the right to pursue the subject matter of this 
cycled claim in a continuing plication, if Applicants so choose, and do not intend to 
didlcate any of the canceled subject matter to the public. 



d. 



Claim 17 



As provided in independent claim 17, Applicants claim: 
An apparatus comprising: 

a laser beam configured to act on a substrate to form a feature 
through a first substrate surface; and, 

a first nozzle oriented to deliver liquid to the feature and at 
least a second nozzle oriented to deliver liquid to the feature while the 
laser beam acts on the substrate, where a region of the feature to 
which there is an obstruction from the first nozzle is supplied with 
liquid by the at least a second nozzle front which the obstruction is 
not present, wherein the first nozzle and the at least a second nozzle 
comprise at least three nozzles. 

|mphasis added). 

Applicants respectfully submit that independent claim 17 is allowable for at 
lebst the reason that DE 4138468 does not disclose, teach, or suggest at least "where a 
refeion of the feature to which there is an obstruction fix>m the first nozzl e is supplied 
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with liquid by the at least a second nozzle jBrom which the obstruction is not present, 
v\j herein the fitst nozzle and the at least a second nozzle comprise at least three 
m fzzles/' as recited and emphasized above in claim 17. 

Rather, DE 4138468 teaches that a spray unit 10 directs liquid and gas into the 
pi ,th of a laser beam 18, as shown in the figure accompanying the abstract. In the 
fi sure accompanying the abstract, two nozzles are shown to be present for emitting a 
li luid-gas mixture. Thus, DE 4138468 does not appear to teach or suggest "wlterein the 
fi "St nozzle and the at least a second nozzle comprise at least tbr^e nozzles. " as recited 
ir claim 17. (Emphasis added). Therefore, claim 17 ts not anticipated by DE 
4 38468. 

With regard to the Advisory Action, it states that "Applicant's arguments with 
re spect to newly amended claim 17 does not overcome the rejection at least because 
it e intended use of the nozzle arrangement does not impart patentability to the 
^ paratus." Applicants respectfully submit that this statement fails to address that the 
cj ted art does not suggest or teach the feature of "at least three nozzles** recited in the 
cl aim. 

For at least these reasons, the rejection should be -withdrawn. 

e. riaims 1 R and 90 

Because independent claim 17 is allowable over the cited art of record^ 
d pendent claims 18 and 20 (which depend ftom indq>endent claim 17) are allowable 
a^ a matter of law for at least the reason that the dependent claims 18-20 contain all 
tit e features of independent claim 17. For at least this reason, the rejections of claims 
1- 1-20 should be withdrawn. 

t Additionally and notwithstanding tibie foregoing allowability of claims ] 8 and 20, 
claims recite further features and/or combinations of features (as is apparent by 
ination of the claim itself) that are patentably distinct fix>m the cited art of record. 
Hpnce^ there are other reasons why these dependent claims are allowable. 

f Clai^n X9 

Claim 19 is canceled without prejudice, waiver, or disclaimer, and therefore, the 
lection to this claim is rendered moot It is noted that features of claim 19 were added 
tol indq>endent claim 17. Applicants take this action merely to reduce the number of 
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di iputed issues and to facilitate early allowance and issuance of other claims in the 
piesont application. Applicants reserve the right to pursue the subject matter of this 
ci nceled claim in a continuing application, if Applicants so choose, and do not intend to 
dedicate any of the canceled subject matter to the public. 

Claims 21 and 23 
As provided in independent claim 21, Applicants claim: 
An apparatus comprising: 

a meatus for generating optical energy suffici^t to remove 
substrate material to form a feature in a substrate; 

a first means for supplying liquid to at least a portion of the 
feature; and, 

a second means for si^plying liquid to a region of the featmre 
to which the first means is obstructed; and 

means for selectively supplying liquid from the first means, 
second means, or both the first and second means. 

(I mphasis added). 

Applicants respectfully submit that independent claim 21 is allowable for at 
le ist the reason that DB 413S468 does not disclose, teach, or suggest at least "means 
fc r selectively supplying liquid from the first means, second means, or both the first 
at d second means," as recited and emphasized above in claim 21. 

Rather, DE 4138468 teaches that a spray unit 10 directs Kquid and gas into the 
pj th of a laser beam 18, as shown in the jRgure accompanying the abstract "The 
cc nstant sptrajying of the work area forms a liquid film which prevents the 
su rrounding areas, which are not to be affected by the laser from drying up." See 
at stract- Thus, DE 4138468 does not appear to teach or suggest "selectively supplying" 
a iquid fix>m a first means, second means, or both, as described in claim 21 . Therefore, 
cl lim 21 and claim 23 (which depends from claim 21) are not anticipated by DE 
41 38468, and the rejections should be withdrawn fbr at least this reason alone. 



37 



Regponsg to Rejections of Claims Under 35 U-S.C. SI 03 

the OfEce Action, claim 6 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as 
being unpatentable over DE 4138468 in view of WO 03028943 Al; claims 7 
8 stand rejected as allegedly being unpatentable over DE 4138468; claims 9-16 and 
39 stand rejected as allegedly being unpatentable over DE 4138468 in view of WO 
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028943 Al in further view of Kumar (U.S. Patent No. 5,676,256) in furthea- view of 
Ohtoshi (U.S. Patent No. 5,539,211); claim 22 stands rejected as allegedly being 
u) patentable over DE 4138468 in view of Kumar in furth^ view of Ohfpshi; and claims 
2|-36 stand rejected as allegedly being unpatentable over DE 4138468 in view of WO 



O: 028943 Al in finth^ view of Cahill (U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 
2|03/0117449A1). 

It is well-established at law fhat, for a proper rejection of a claim under 35 
IS.C. §103 as being obvious based upon a combination of references, the cited 
Jmbination of references must disclose, teach, or suggest, either impKcitly or explicitly, 
elements/features/steps of the claim at issue. See^ e.g.y In Re Dow Chemicaly 5 
UlS.P.Q.2d 1529, 1531 (Fed. Cir. 1988), and/« re Keller, 208 U,S.P.Q.2d 871, 881 
((f.CPA. 1981). 

a. Claims 6-8 

Because independent claim 1 is allowable over die cited art of record, 
d< pendent claims 6-8 (which depend fiom independent claim 1) are allowable as a 
m itter of law for at least the reason that the d^endent claims 6-8 contain all the 
features of independent claim 1 and WO 03028943 Al fails to remedy all of Ihe 
de fidencies of the DE 4138468 reference. For at least this reason, the rejections of 
claims 6-8 should be v/ithdrawn. 

Additionally and notwithstanding the foregoing allowability of claims 6-8, these 
clfcims recite further features and/or combinations of features (as is ^parent by 
ion of the claim itself) that are patentably distinct fiom the cited art of record. 
H^nce, there are other reasons why these dq>endent claims are allowable. 

For example, WO 03028943 Al discloses a system utilizing one spr^ nozzle 14 
a liquid vacmim suction hose and nozzle 18. 5fec page 6, last paragraph. Thus, WO 
028028943 Al does not teach or suggest "wherein the first axis lies at a 50 degree angle 
relative to a first substrate surface into which the feature is formed and the second axis 
lie 5 at a 50 degree angle to the first surface and 80 degrees relative to tlie first axis" 
wi th respect to first and second liqiud supply structures, as described in claim 6, since 
th re is only one spray nozzle featured in Ihe WO 03028943 Al reference. The DE 
41 38468 reference is described as showing an 80 angle relative to a substrate surface in 
th| Office Action. Accordingly, a nozzle in the DE 4138468 reference would lie at a 20 

.14. 
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d|gree angle with respect to the axis of the other nozzle. None of the cited art therefore 
tebches or suggests at least the characteristic of varying angles in the manner described 
b\ the claim. Thus, a prima facie case of obviousness has not been established. 

Further with respect to the Office Action characterization that claims 7 and 8 
ii|volve a change in size, Applicants submit that the claims involve positioning of 
cJj&imed components in a manner that is not obvious in view of the cited ait. 
For at least these reasons, the rejections should be withdrawn. 



c. 



As provided in independent claim 9, AppHcants claim: 
An apparatus comprising: 

at least one laser source that supplies a laser beam to operate on 
a substrate at a laser interaction zone to fomi a feature in the substrate; 

a first nozzle oriented to deliver liquid along a jgrst liquid 
supply path to the feature, so that the liquid is delivered to the laser 
interaction zone; andL, 

at least a second difibrent nozzle oriented to deliver liquid to 
the laser interaction zone along a second dijEferent liquid supply path, 
wherein the first nozzle and at least the second different nozzle are 
seleciivefy aerated based upon the location of the laser interaction 
zone in ihe substrate. 

C^mphasis added). 

Applicants respectfully submit that independent claim 9 is allowable for at 
le ist the reason that DE 41384^8 in view of WO 03028943 Al in further view of 
mar in further view otOhtoshi does not disclose, teach, or suggest at least "wherein 
first nozzle and at least the second different nozzle are selectively activated based 
ujjon the location of the laser interaction zone in the substrate," as recited and 
phasized above in claim 9. 

Rather, DB 4138468 teaches that a spray unit 10 directs liquid and gas into the 
p2 th of a laser beam 18, as shown in the figure accompanying the abstract. Further, 
th f abstract states that tihere is "constant spraying of the work area." Thus, DE 
4] 38468 does not teach or suggest "wherein the first nozzle and at least the second 
di ferent nozzle are selectively activate^ based upon the location of the laser 
in eraction zone in the substrate," as recited in claim 9. Further^ WO 03028943 Al 
diJcloses the use of only one spray nozzle and not a first and a second different nozzle as 
d4cribed in tide claim. 
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With regard to Kumars it appears to disclose a system in which air nozzles are 
selectively activated to direct a jet of ait onto selected scrap particles so that the particles 
ai B selectively directed into separate bins. Further, Ohtoshi appears to disclose a system 
ft r selectively introducing active species of a gas to a plasma generatiiig apparatus 32. 
A 5 such, Kumar and Ohtoshi do not teach or suggest "wherein the first nozzle and at 
k ast the second different nozzle are selectively activated based ut)on the location of 
tiqje laser interactioTi zone in the substrate ." For at least this reason, Kumar and 



C htoshi do not cure or remedy the deficiencies of the DE 4138468 and WO 03028943 
A I references. Therefore, ?i prima facie case establishing an obviousness rejection by 
D E 4138468 in view of WO 03028943 Al in further view of Kumar in fiirthcac view of 
0 htoshi has not been made. Thus, claim 9 is not obvious imder proposed combination 
a]||id the rejection should be withdrawn. 

d. qaims 10-16 

Because indqjendent claim 9 is allowable over the cited art of record, 
d( pendent claims 10-16 (which depend firom independent claim 9) are allowable as a 
TL ^tter of law for at least the reason that the dependent claims 10-16 contain all the 
f€ itureg of indepeadent claim 9. For at least this reason, the rejections of claims 10- . 
L f should be withdrawxju 

Additionally and notwithstanding the foregoing allowability of claims 10-16, 
th 35e claims recite further features and/or combinations of features (as is parent by 
ej amination of the claim itself) that are patentably distinct fix>m the cited art of record. 
H mce, thm are other reasons these dependent claims are allowable. 

e. Claim 22 

Because indcp^dent claim 21 is allowable over the cited art of record, 
dAjendent claim 22 (whichs depend from independent claim 21) is allowiible as a 
mttter of law for at least the reason that the dependent claim 22 contains all the 
feltures of ind^endent claim 21 and Kumar St Ohtoshi fail to remedy all of the 
ddBciencies of the DE 4138468 referenice. For at least this reason, the rejection of 
cllim 22 should be withdrawn. 
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f. Claim 24 

As provided in independ^t claim 24, Applicants claim: 
A method comprising: 

first configuring a laser machine to deliver liquid along a first 
liquid supply path to a substrate while laser machining a feature into 
the substrate to a first feature depth; and, 

second configuring the laser machine to deliver liquid along at 
least one diiFerent liquid supply path to the substrate while laser 
machining the feature into the substrate to a second greater feature 
depth comprising at least a majority of a thickness of the substrate 
extending between a first substrate surface and a second substrate 
surface. 

Applicants respectfully submit that independent claim 24 is allowable for at 
letst the reason that DE 4138468 in view of WO 03028943 Al in further view of Cahill 
d|es not disclose, teach* or suggest all of the claimed features above. 

For example, DE 4138468 teaches that a spray unit 10 directs liquid and gas 
ir to the path of a laser beam 1 8, as shown in the figure accompanying the abstract- As 
st own in the figure, the spray firom spray units 10 and 12 hit the substrate at the same 
lo nation. Accordingly^ DE 4138468 fails to teach or suggest delivering liquid along a 
fi] St liquid s^jply path for a first feature depth and delivering hquid along at least one 
di BFerent Hquid supply path for a second greater feature depth, as described in ihe claim. 
A so, WO 03028943 Al discloses the use of only one spray nozzle and not a plurality of 
n< zzles as suggested in the Office Action, Cahill is cited in the OflBce Action to 
"c isclose (Figures 6E-6L) well known work piece shapes comprising different features 
at different depths," which does not remedy the deficiencies of the other references in 
di jclosing the claimed features. Page 4. If all the individual references of a proposed 
cc mbination fail to disclose a claimed feature, the proposed combination also does not 
te Lch or suggest the claimed feature. As such, a prima facie case establishing an 
ot viousness rejection by DE 4138468 in view of WO 03028943 Al in further view of 
\hill has not been made. Thus, claim 24 is not obvious under proposed combination 
the rejection should be withdrawn. 

g. Claims 25-29 

Because independent claim 24 is allowable over the cited art of record, 
debendent claims 25-29 (which depend jfrom indqjendent claim 24) are allowable as a 
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ter of law for at least the reason that the dependent claims 25-29 contain all the 
features of independent claim 24. For at least this reason, the rejections of claims 25- 
2f should be withdrawn. 

Additionally and notwithstanding the foregoing allowability of claims 25-29, 
tUese claims recite fltxther features and/or combinations of features (as is apparent by 
e} amination of ttie claim itseljE) that are patentably distinct ficom the cited art of record. 
Hpce, there are oth«* reasons why these dependent claims are allowable. 

h. qiaimSO 

As provided in independent claim 30, Applicants claim: 

A method of laser micromachining a substrate comprising: 
forming a feature into a substrate, at least in part, by directing a 
laser beam at the substmte; and, 

diuring at least a portion of said foraiing, supplying liquid to at 
least a first region of the feature along a first liquid supply path and 
supplying liquid to at least a second different region of the feature 
along at least a second liquid supply path> wherein said acts of 
supplying liquid allow the feature to be formed at a ikster rate than 
would be achieved in the absence of the liquid 

Applicants respectfully submit that independent claim 30 is allowable for at 
lefest the reason that DE 4138468 in view of WO 03028943 Al in further view of CahUl 
d(|e5 not disclose, teach, or suggest all of the claimed features above. 

For example, DE 4138468 teaches that a spray unit 10 directs liquid and gas 
into the path of a laser beam 1 8, as shown in the figure accompanying the abstract. As 
si own in the figure, the spray fcom spray units 10 and 12 hit the substrate at the same 
nation. Accordingly, DE 4138468 fails to teach or suggest deliveiing liquid along a 
fii St liquid supply path for a first region and delivering liquid along at least a second 
li< uid supply path for a second diflFercnt region, as described in the claim. Also, WO 
02 028943 Al discloses the use of only one spray nozzle and not a plurality of nozzles as 
su jgested in the Office Action. Cahill is cited in the Office Action to "disclose (Figures 
-6L) well known work piece shapes comprising differwit features at diflFerent depths," 
w|ich does not remedy the deficiencies of the other references in disclosing the claimed 
s. Page 4. If all the individual references of a proposed combination fail to 
disclose a claimed feature, the proposed combination also does not teach or suggest the 
clamed feature. As such, a prima facie case establishing an obviousness rejection by 
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D E 4138468 in view of WO 03028943 Al in fiiither view of Cakitl has not been made. 
T xus, claim 30 xs not obvious under proposed combination and the rejection should be 
. w ithdrawn. 



i. aaims 31:32 

Because independrat claim 30 is allowable over the cited art of record, 
df pendent claims 31-32 (which depend from independent claim 30) are allowable as a 
itter of law for at least the reason that the dependent claims 31-32 contain all the 
fejatures of independent claim 30. For at least this reason, the rejections of claims 3 1- 
should be withdrawn. 

Additionally and notwithstanding tibie foregoing allowability of claims 31-32, 
tdsse claims recite further features and/or combinations of features (as is sqpparent by 
e? amination of the claim itself) that are patentably distinct fiom the cited art of record. 
H 3nce, there are other reasons why these dependent claims are allowable. 



J- 



Claim 33 



As provided in independ^t claim 33, Applicants claim: 
A method comprising: 

fbnning a feature into a substrate, at least in part, by directing a 
laser beam at the substrate to remove substrate material at a laser 
interaction zone; and, 

during at least a first duration of said directing, first supplying 
liquid to the laser interaction zone jfrom a first nozzle, and during at 
least a second different duration of said directing, second supplying 
liquid to the laser interaction zone from at least a second dijHerent 
nozzle. 

Applicants respectfully submit that independent claim 33 is allowable for at 
lekt the reason that DE 4138468 in view of WO 03028943 Al in fUrtiier view of Cahill 
: es not disclose, teach, or suggest all of the claimed features above. 

For example, DE 4138468 teaches that a spray unit 10 directs liquid and gas 
in o the path of a laser beam 18, as shown in the figure accompanying the abstract. As 
sbbwn in the iSgure, the qjray from spray units 10 and 12 hit the substrate at the same 
lo nation. Accordingly, DE 4138468 faUs to teach or saggest supplying Uquid from one 
nc zzle for a first duration and supplying liquid from a second dijOTermt nozzle duxing a 
setond duration, as described in the claim. Also, WO 03028943 Al disclose the use of 
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0} ly one spray nozzle and not a plurality of nozzles as suggested in tiie Office Action. 
C thill is cited in the Office Action to "disclose (Figures 6E-6L) well known work piece 
st apes comprising different features at different depths," which does not remedy the 
drficiencies of the other references in disclosing the claimed featu^ Page 4. If all the 
ir|iividual references of a proposed combination feil to disclose a claimed feature, the 
pi 3posed combmation also does not teach or suggest ifae claimed feature. As such, a 
pj ima facie case establishing an obviousness rejection by DE 4138468 in view of WO 
O: 028943 Al in further view of Cahill has not bera made. Thus, claim 33 is not 
ol vious under proposed combination and the rejection should be withdrawn. 

k. gaiir^ 34-36 

Because independent claim 33 is allowable over the cited art of record, 
ddbendent claims 34-36 (which depend ftom independent claim 33) are allowable as a 
m itter of law for at least the reason that the dqpendent claims 34-36 contain all the 
fe itures of independent claim 33. For at least this reason, the rejections of claims 34- 
3q should be withdrawn. 

Additionally and notwithstanding the foregoing allowability of claims 34-36, 
th ^e claims recite fiirth^ features and/or combinations of features (as is apparent by 
ej aminatian of the claim itself) that are patcntably distinct from the cited art of record, 
H ^nce, there are other reasons why these dependrat claims are allowable. 

1- Qajm 37 

As provided in independent claim 37, Applicants claim: 
A method comprising: 

forming a feature into a substrate, at least in part, by directing a 
laser beam at tibe substrate to remove substrate material at a laser 
interaction zone; and, 

during at least a jBbrst duration of said directing, selectively 
controlling a delivery of liqmd to the laser interaction zone along at 
least two different liquid supply paths. 

Applicants respectjfully submit that independent claim 37 is allowable for at 
lelst the reason that DE 4138468 in view of WO 03028943 Al in farther view ofCahiU 
dofes not disclose, teach, or suggest all of the claimed features above. 
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For example, DE 4138468 teaches that a spray unit 10 directs liquid and gas 
ii) :o the path of a laser beam 1 8, as shown in the figure accompanying the abstract. As 
sY own in the figure, the spray from spray units 10 and 12 hit the substrate at the same 
lo :ation. Accordingly^ DB 4138468 fails to teach or suggest selectively controlling 
d< Uvery of liquid along at least two different liquid supply paths, as described in the 
cl iim* Also, WO 03028943 Al discloses the use of only one spray nozzle and not a 
pi urality of nozzle$ as suggested in the Office Action. Cahill is cited in tiie Office 
A rtion to "disclose (Figures 6E-6L) well known work piece sihapcs comprising different 
fe Ltures at different depths/' which does not remedy the deficiencies of the other 
re Terences in disclosing the claimed features. Page 4. If all the individual references of 
a proposed combination fail to disclose a claimed feature, the proposed combination 
al JO does not teach or suggest the claimed feature. As such, a prima facie case 
es tabUshing an obviousness rejection by DE 4138468 in view of WO 03028943 Al in 
fij rther view of Cahill has not been made. Thus, claim 37 is not obvious under 
pi >posed combination and the rejection should be withdrawn. 

tcu Claims 38-3g 

Because independent claim 37 is allowable over the cited art of record, 
dt pendent claims 38-39 (which depend firom independent claim 37) are allowable as a 
m itter of law for at least the reason that the dependent claims 38-39 contain all the 
fe itures of independent claim 37. For at least this reason, the rejections of claims 38- 
39 should be withdrawn. 

Additionally and notwithstanding the foregoing allowability of claims 38-39, 
th ise claims recite further features and/or combinations of features (as is apparent by 
ex amination of the claim itself) that are patentably distinct fiiom the cited art of record. 
Fcr example, claim 39 recites the feature "wherein said selectively controlling 
ccpprises delivering liquid along the second liquid supply path and not delivering 
liduid along the first liquid supply path when the laser interaction zone is in a second 
re 5ion of the feature that is obstructed fix>m being directly supplied by the first path/' 
w] ich is not taught or suggested by tibie cited art. 

Hence, there are otfai^ reasons why these dependent claims are allowable. 
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CONCLUSION 

For at least the reasons set forth above. Applicants respectfully submit that all 
oljections and/or rejections have been traversed, rendered moot and/or 

;onimodated, and that the pending claims arc in condition for allowance, favorable 
onsideration and allowance of the present plication and all pending claims are 
hdreby courteously requested. If, in the opinion of the Examiner, a telephonic 
cc nference would esqpedite the examination of this matter, the Examiner is invited to 
ca 1 the undersigned agent at (770) 933-9500. 

Respectfully submitted. 




Charles W. urj^ers 
Reg. No. 47^83 



CD 
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